Leona Valley Town Council

General Meeting Minutes

November 10, 2008

1. Call to Order: Thomas

2. Pledge to Flag: All

3. Meeting Minutes: Larry Tyler makes a motion to approve the minutes; Suzy Love seconds the motion; the minutes are approved as submitted;

4. Treasurer’s Report: Treasurer’s report is approved as submitted; WAMU taken over by J.P. Morgan, Chase;

5. President’s Comments: Changing order of meeting; CSD at end of meeting;

Effective November 28, 2008 by act of the Department of the Treasury, Leona Valley has been named a viticulture area. 

6. Public Comment:

What is going to happen to Elizabeth Lake Road now that Ritter Ranch is bankrupt. Per John Allday, Bob Barjam has indicated they are committed to finishing the road;

7. Election Results: Love

Larry Tyler and Mike Waters were reelected to Council; Karen Bryan and Bill Elliott are alternates; there are 19 additional votes for write in alternates;

8. Slate of Officers:

President: Richard Thomas

Vice President: Alice Benoit

Secretary: Suzy Love

Treasurer: Mike Waters

Member at Large: Larry Tyler

Alternate 1: Karen Bryan

Alternate 2: Bill Elliott

9. Chloramines Meeting: Tyler

Saturday is Chloramine Meeting sponsored by the Town Council and includes presentations Cal Water; 10:00 to 12:00 this Saturday;

1.) Recommendation: Speaker card

2.) Purpose is to inform the pros and cons on Chloramines;

10. Landowner Letter: Copeland

Not prepared to speak on the letter; the letter was pretty evident; no one has represented land owners and commercial owners; red lines appeared on every hill in the Valley; it is now unbuildable because of the red lines; there is a lot of vacant land here; 

11. CSD Background & Development; Regional Planning Changes; Future Regional Planning CSD Meetings; Status of Communication of Citizens for CSD; AV Area Wide Plan: Benoit
The following was read into the record:
ANTELOPE VALLEY AREA WIDE PLAN: The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning updates its plan for the North County Area every 20 to 25 years. Our plan was last updated in 1986 and the County is in the process of creating an updated plan. The process involves four regional scoping meetings held in different parts of the Valley; then there is a summary of all of the meetings held. Plans and goals as indicated by the participants are generated and created into a working document, which will help create the updated plan for the Antelope Valley. Out of the 475,000 or so residents in the North County Area, only 211 residents participated in the open planning meetings. Issues of concern to the North County Area that will be integrated into our new plan include the following:

· Dark Sky Preservation

· Low Density Housing with very large lots in the Rural Areas
· Commercial in the rural areas is to be limited to that which services primarily residents only. Larger commercial uses are to be located in suburban and urban centers

· Riparian protection

· Expansion of Significant Ecological Area

· Ridgeline protection

· Limited infrastructure in rural areas

THE EARLY DAYS: Leona Valley went through a similar process at its founding. In the late 1980s to early 1990s, an extensive research process was undertaken to ascertain the values and goals of the community. Like the Antelope Valley Area Wide Plan, it involved topic by topic scoping meetings. But instead of four meetings, we had sixty nine topic by topic meetings covering everything from lighting, to signs, to ecology, roadways, uses and infrastructure.  By vote of the community and at an approval of more than 93% of the voters, the foundation of Leona Valley was formed with the following basic ideals:

· Each residential parcel shall not contain less than 2.5 acres; 

· Clustering is prohibited;

· In hillside management areas, the minimum lot size is five acres with one dwelling unit per forty acres on sites that have 50% or more majority slope;

· Grading is permitted for building pad sites; full lot grading is prohibited;

· Natural contour protection of slopes;

· Siting construction of structures on Portal, Ritter and McDill horizon ridgelines is prohibited.

· Development in floodplain areas is prohibited. 

· Land fill or earth movement is prohibited in the area of the blue line creeks as this is the destruction of its natural ponds and tributaries;

· Designated wetlands shall remain unaltered. 

SURVEY: In November 2006, the Leona Valley Town Council conducted

community survey to ascertain what projects should be made a priority. By

overwhelming demand, by far, the community chose an update of our Community Standards District. 

THE PROCESS: The County of Los Angeles has a process by which a community updates its Standards. In July 2007, Valley Vineyard (Allday) questioned the Planning Department whether we were following the proper process for updating our Standards. The County of Los Angeles determined that not only had we followed the process, we had exceeded what had been done in other communities. According to the legal section of the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, before a CSD can move forward it must first have community support for the idea. Leona Valley had support of the idea of an updated in November 2006. A committee appointed by the Council can then move forward and is authorized to review issues to be included in the CSD. An open committee was formed in early 2007; a formalized committee was formed in late 2007. The County guideline then states that there should be a public workshop proposing an amendment to the CSD for it to move forward. The CSD committee held two town hall meetings. Generally, there is a vote by hands of the participants in the Town Hall Meetings. The Town Council exceeded this requirement by having a public vote of the registered voters. The draft proposal was mailed to all postal box holders in Leona Valley; and was approved by the registered voters of Leona Valley by nearly 90%. It is not a requirement of the Council to send out the draft to postal box holders; however, as in the 1991 effort, we chose to exceed the County requirement; 

After the community approves the concept of the Community Standards update, by County procedure, it is taken over by the County of Los Angeles. At that point, Department Staff work on implementing changes so that the document complies with County, State and Federal requirements; the County is in charge of all changes; the County will then (and has) hold their own Town meetings; when they feel they have a draft that is well supported by the property owners and residents within the CSD boundary, it is brought forth to the Planning Commission and to the Board of Supervisors. Since February 2008, the Town Council and the CSD Committee has not been in control of the process. It has been under the jurisdiction of the County of Los Angeles. The CSD Committee has worked to mitigate changes to the proposed CSD. 

WRITING & DRAFT: In early 2007, the Town Council held three open scoping meetings to organize and ascertain the direction of the updated Community Standards District. In the end, it was determined that the original ideals that are the foundation of the community including low density housing, riparian protection, ridgeline protection and maintaining the dark sky environment remained the ideals of Leona Valley. Throughout 2007, the then Chair, Bill Elliott, concentrated on an outline of potential standards. Keep in mind that our key goals are not different than the conclusions of the Antelope Valley Area Wide Plan Town & Country proposal which includes ridgeline protection, watershed protection, large lots for homes, limited commercial and limited infrastructure.  In September 2007, Bill appointed several people with divergent opinions, but all community members, to come together as a committee, which is permitted by the Council bylaws. That committee, comprised of Mary Ann Floyd, Alice Benoit, Karen Bryan, Karl Pearcy, Guyla Clayton & Jan Powell completed a multitude of research; studied our original voter approved CSD and other approved CSDs in the County of Los Angeles. We also studied lighting standards in communities with dark sky preservation as a goal. The committee also met with the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning to make sure that the draft met general compliance standards with the County of Los Angeles. Once we had an adequate “working” draft, it was presented to the Town Council in December 2007. The Town Council and audience participants reviewed the document; recommended changes; and authorized a mailing to all of the postal box holders in Leona Valley. 

TOWN HALL MEETINGS: In January 2008, two community town hall meetings were held, during which time residents recommended changes to the CSD. Nearly all of the suggestions were implemented.

THE VOTE: A typical election for Leona Valley Town Council has around 200 votes. Our February 2008 CSD Election was held during an election primary. We had 383 votes in the CSD Election, with approximately 90% of the registered voters approving the Draft CSD.

COUNTY TAKE-OVER OF CHANGES AND PROCESS: Since February 2008, the County of Los Angeles. Any changes and actions are at the direction of the Department of Regional Planning. While Mitch Glaser of the Planning Department had reviewed the draft document before the vote and found nothing too “problematic”, nevertheless, the County has implemented significant changes. The County Planning Department has worked diligently to ensure that its changes keep with the intent and spirit of the voter approved version, when possible. It is the job of the CSD Committee to moderate the County changes and protect the original intent of the voter approved CSD.


a.) Lighting: Now separate from the CSD; This will be a County effort;
b.) Riparian: The setback requirement will be made Countywide; this will no longer be a CSD item;

c.)  Subdivision section

While the County of Los Angeles and the State of California have their own subdivision section; the County determined that the Leona Valley CSD could not have a separate subdivision section. The original voter approved subdivision section dealt with over-compaction, lot width, staggering of setbacks and required that the façade of each home be non-repetitive. The change is the County has applied all subdivision section items to the entire community. This includes defining what a façade is, a complicated formula; setbacks instead of a general staggering requirement. 

d.) Ridgelines; significant ridgelines have always been part of the plan; the mapping of said ridgelines will include the community and the County. The CSD committee, at the direction of the County, mapped nearly all of the major ridgelines in Leona Valley. These are not the significant ridgelines; the County then placed these major ridges on a map and expanded it to include nearly all peaks. The guide map of Leona Valley provided to the committee included a computer generated suggested ridgeline map, which had yellow ridgeline dots covering nearly the entire Valley. It is the intent of the County to have the community and the County defines which of these ridges are most significant. It is not the job of the Town Council.
e.) Grading: The County was concerned about the potential of over-grading in our    community and inserted a grading standard that is presently being utilized in the Santa Monica Mountains. This is not the Standard of the Council; it was an insert by the County. The idea was to prohibit mass grading and significant changes in the mountainous forms of our Valley. While 5,000 cubic yards appears to be too low, the highest degree of grading in recent years in Leona Valley for a site appears to be a lot at the west end of Leona Avenue, at 7,000 cubic yards.

CONCERNS AND POTENTIAL FIXES: The County is now completing their due diligence which forced as slow process. A process that probably has another year to go. The document is reviewed by a multitude of experts including geotechnical, environmental, drainage, roads and parks among others.

At the County meeting, there were several key concerns brought before the County regarding the draft CSD. Most of the concerns were brought forward by vacant land owners and the majority of these concerns can be fixed through minor revisions to the CSD.  The Concerns included, but are not limited to the following:

· Lot Width: concern over the 200 foot width as many ten acre and smaller lots are divisible to the original 165 foot wide width. Recommendation: All existing lots that are less than 200 feet wide and are eligible to be divided to two and one-half acres are grandfathered in to the 165 width and are not required to be 200 feet wide; therefore, no variance would be required for these properties.

· Setbacks Solution: for those sites that have geotechnical, riparian or protected vegetation that inhibits their ability to meet the Leona Valley CSD setback requirements, those properties will revert back to the County setback requirement, without the need for a variance. 

· Ridgelines: For those properties that have geological characteristics (landslide, fissures, outcroppings at the remainder of the site) which prevent those properties from meeting the ridgeline protection requirements will have the requirement waived, without the need for a variance. Proof, however, must be submitted and approved by the geology section of the County.

· Compaction: Soil compaction must be limited to that only necessary to construct the dwelling or impervious finished surface areas. The compacted soil area must not exceed the structure size by 10%. If the lot will not accommodate this requirement then other means to ensure the structural integrity of the structure must be implemented in lieu of soil compaction. The intent of this requirement is to ensure, to the maximum extent possible, soil absorption of runoff (to allow for recharge of the aquifer that provides water for Leona Valley well users). Benoit asks the audience to make suggestions for modification, which must include provisions to protect the re-charge; (no suggestions were made).
MISCONCEPTIONS: 

Lobbying of the County to approve the CSD: The Council has not lobbied the County. At the direction of the voters of Leona Valley, we were directed to complete a CSD update; since local voter approval, the CSD Committee has been moderating the changes done by the County. According to the Council’s own bylaws: The purpose of the Leona Valley Town Council shall be to engage in such activities as may promote the common good of the community of Leona Valley and provide for the preservation of the community's values, lifestyles, and rural environment.  The Leona Valley Town Council shall provide a frequent forum and/or other means of gathering community views, wishes and concerns on issues to be brought before the Leona Valley Town Council; to present community concerns to appropriate agencies; and to review public or private proposals that may affect the community. The Leona Valley Town council shall be apolitical, neither supporting nor opposing any political party or candidate. 

Ridgelines: The Town Council does not decide which ridgelines are significant. However, in 1991, the community had chosen which ridges should be protected. The new CSD also has ridgeline protection, which is not different from the suggested goals in the Town & Country Plan. The job of the County and the Community is to choose which ridgelines are important. Part of that process includes mapping of all of the potential ridgelines.

Laws: The Town Council does not create laws or ordinances. That is the job of the County of Los Angeles. 

Secret Meetings: The town council has not been involved in secret meetings. Only one voting member of the Council has been on the CSD committee at any one time, except for the last CSD Committee meeting, where President-Richard Thomas observed the meeting; the remaining members are involved with other committees. A committee is formed because the Council cannot get together and work on anything together. The brown act prohibits that. By law, the Council is permitted to have a committee to work on a multitude of issues, including the CSD. The Committee reports their findings to the Council, which has been done.

Set Backs: Yes, there are existing setback requirements with the County. Setbacks are to insure a greater degree of privacy and distance between improvements. The proposed CSD has an exemption for those substandard grandfathered lots to revert to the County setback requirements. We believe it is important to also allow an exception for those properties which have geotechnical, riparian or endangered plant species features which will not allow said property from complying with the new setback proposal.

Room Additions:  The CSD did not address sizes of room additions; we already have standards on minimum lot sizes; exterior lighting is under the jurisdiction of the County; the street width in Leona Valley are to conform with the County rural standards, which is typical in the north county area; there is nothing in the CSD that controls room addition sizes. However, because the County requires a director’s review fee for all improvements, including room additions, we inserted a provision so that room additions less than 400 square feet would not have a director’s review, saving the applicant/builder about $900. The County of Los Angeles took this out of our draft CSD.

Representation: It is the job of the Council to represent to the citizens who live in Leona Valley. We exceeded the legal requirements in the County process. It is the job of the County of Los Angeles to inform and engage all outside of area owners and when necessary, accommodate. This is not the job of the Council. The entire resident community was eligible to vote for the CSD. We even mailed absentee ballots.
The Town Council will like to have a meeting specifically on ridgeline mapping; will try to coordinate with the County for the next meeting, (if they are available.)
************************************************************************
12. Civilian Volunteers on Patrol: Mike Waters

Met with Robin Kinnard the other day regard Citizens on Patrol;

Robin is from Elizabeth Lake and is organizing the Citizens Patrol for Elizabeth Lake, Green Valley, Lake Hughes and Leona Valley; volunteers will be trained to operate the radio and given a VIP car; the car will be placed at Fire station 78; this will make our community safer; there will be background investigation and training of volunteers with about 16 hours per month dedicated to the position; we already have three members in Leona Valley who have signed up for this program; applications go in on Wednesday. There is no age limit; but there is a medical check; uniforms are provided; 661-917-8806

Deputy Robert Farrell: For those who have horses, we do patrol on horses and get professional training; we also have volunteers who work our command post; in an emergency, the volunteers run the command post; we use the volunteers for traffic control and access control; some volunteers do office work; or take items to the crime lab; the volunteers in this area will be working primarily in the Lakes area.  

Dirt Bike Complaints: leave a voicemail message for Officer Farrell 661-272-2418;

13. ARTC: Regional Planning Meeting: Tyler

Regional Planners from each department; new thing is the fire department will do plan checks in Palmdale and in Lancaster;

They had six or seven different departments within planning and building and safety there; 

14. State Health Department Meeting: Tyler

Water meeting with the Department of Health Services regarding Chloramines; we can do something different but Cal Water cannot do anything without CPUC approval; CPUC requires 100% of rate payers approval;

15. Edison Meeting: Waters/Bryan

Kathy Hart took over Alis Klaussen’s position with Edison; 

They are on schedule for Segment 1; there are no changes to the approved plan; will see more activity in Bouquet Canyon on Alternate 2; couple of lawsuits still pending in Santa Clarita; expect one in Aqua Dulce; original cost was $200,000,000; now $700,000,000; Will come to speak with us if there is a need to do so;
Norm Hickling: I had a meeting with Edison last week; they presented themselves as the Town Council is perfectly happy with what they are doing. I (Hickling) told them that was not true. Can you clarify that the Council does not support the route?
Karen Bryan: We had a meeting but we never gave any opinion regarding the route. We never said we wanted it. Mike Waters then confirms what Karen has said.
Alice Benoit asks Roger Reitano what is going on with his case.
Roger Reitano indicated Edison doctored up some documents; they took an aerial view of the property and whited out the wind mills, corrals and houses; and said to the PUC it was unoccupied and undeveloped land when that is not the case; CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) wrote up some demands to be met; these demands were provisions and mandates; Edison had the right to go through the demands and throw out what they did not like; they kept the L5 and the L6; they have to mitigate for 60 days and did not follow through; have tried for two years to meet with them; the L-6 named the Reitano property as the only working ranch in the 26 mile area; designated as a unique farm ranch; the last part of the L6 says you may not cross diagonal or vertical on a farm; Edison did not follow the mandate; Reitano’s asked it to moved to the boundary line; there are no houses on either side of the boundary; they refused; Edison condemned property; there is a lis pendens on the property now; 

Suzy Love makes a motion to send a letter opposing the line through the Reitano property. Larry Seconds; All in favor of sending a letter to the County opposing the Edison line through the Reitano property; 
Per Karen Bryan and Mike Waters: The discussion with Edison lady was misconstrued. It was an informal meeting to discuss the project in general; A motion has been made to send a letter advising the County that the Town Council never supported the Reitano route and Edison has misstated an opinion of the Council. A copy of each letter is to go to the County, Edison, CPUC and the Reitano's. 
Bob Mallicoat: They (Edison) are masters at the dirty trick department; detail the objections; make it a formal complaint to the PUC and file a formal complaint;  

Leona Valley Town Council will file a formal complaint with the PUC; Alice Benoit makes a motion; Suzy Love will second; all in favor;
Lana Seymour suggests media involvement; 
Per Roger Reitano: 60 minutes is interest in the story; 
The audience is asked: Do the attendees of the Town Council meeting of November 10, 2008 oppose the power lines through the center of the Reitano property?  By show of hands, opposition is unanimous. A petition was then signed by audience members who were also Edison customers to oppose the Alternate 2 route through the Reitano property as per the L-6 mandate."

16. Cert Meeting: Waters: Citizens Emergency Response Team:

There is available for people to attend a training session to prepare in an event of an emergency; we will address this in the future; 

17. Old Business: None
18. New Business: None
19. Agenda for Next Meeting

Chloramines

Waste Management

20. Adjourn: 9:20
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